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Reported were two experlments which 1nvest1gated,
re pectlvely, the ‘maintenance of appropriate classroom behavior in

chilldren with behavior problems follOW1ng treatment in an
. exp_r1menta1 classroom and crass situational con51stency and

generalization of treatment effects. In the first ‘experiment followup
performances of two groups of five subjects each were compared after
treatment in a token economy. With one group additional procedures
were implemented in the regular classroom to facilitate maintenance

‘of the1r post treatment appropriate behavior. .Treatment effects for

subjects xreceiving treatment plus maintenance generalized to a much .
greatef\extent over the long term than did treatment effects for

. subjects who recelved only experimental treatment In the second

experiment five of the children were observed in family interactions
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in the home ‘to determine whether the-c¢hildren,—who-were-clearly.

‘deviant at school,: were also,behavior problems at home..Children and
-families examined after treatment demonstrated more child deviancy

and parental negativeness than before tréatment..It was thought that"
suppre551on of behaviors in the 'school setting may have  caused an.

-1ncrease in- the same behav1ors in the home. . (GW) -
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. Meichenbaum, Bowers, & Ross, 1968; O'Leary, Becker, Evans, & Saudargas,

.{i operate in different settings. If there is a close match“ between the

/‘ .- : ) ] )
'GENERALIZATION AND MAINTENANCE OF

CLASSROOM TREATMENT EFFECTS

Hill M. Walker, Stephen M. Johnson,
‘and Kyman Hops

. Tre field of behavior modification has developed a powerful technology

- .

for changing human behavior (Ullmann,&-xrasner,,1965;.Krasner & Ullnann,'F

1965;. and Becker,‘197l). Countless studies have“demonstrated that_behavior

'modification procedures canvbe applied successfully in such varied settings
"aS'clinics,'mental hospitals,'schools, hOmes,gand.residential.facilities :

.for delinquent or handicapped populations.

' However, there has been an increasing recognition that such treatment

effects tend’ to be speCific to the setting(s) in ‘which they are produced

s

, _(O‘Leary & Drabman, 1971; skinrud, 1972).. Researchers and change agents

have experienced considerable di‘ficulty in. getting behavior changeS\to

generalize to settings in which the 1ntervention procedures have not been

- implemented. A number of studies have demonstrated that "unprogrammed"

generalization of treatment effects to nontreatment settings is the excep—

-tion”rather than the rule (wahler; 1969; Kuypers; Becker, & O Leary, 1968;

'1969; Walker Mattson, & Buckley, 1971).

Wahler (1969) argues that this lack of setting generality can be ex--

o plained in terms of the environmental antecedents and consequences that

VN
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- setting events and contingencies in a child's home and -school environments,

fbr~example,,then his behavior in thse tmo.settings should show greater :

similarity.v Lonversely, if these setting events and contingencies are

. quite dissrmilar, his behavior in the two settings might be expected to be

'S
'1ess similar. Thus, if stimulus variables and/orfreinforcement contingencies-

 are altered in order to change behavior in one setting, one would not

~necessarily expect the changed behavior to generalize to other settings in

N .

which these variables have not been altered.

Wahler (1969) conducted a study in which he found this hypothesis to
lbe~confirmed. Two children ‘were selected who exhibited deviant behavior 154
in both the home and school setting. -Intervention procedures were imple-

Results indicated _that the

/(

behavior of both children improved in the hope setting with no concomitant

' mented in the home setting for both children.

) change in the ?ppropriate behavior rates of either child in the school -
setting. . Only when similar intervention procedures were later implemented

for each child in hlS respective school environment did his behaVior change

'\\in that setting. These data suggest'the need ﬁor more intensive investi- '

.gations of cross-situational behavioral consistency. The study also

indicates a need for additional research on the generalization of treatment

.effects to' settings other than those in which interVention procedures

3

'Lthave been implemented.. fif 'u~;' f

) A problem closely related to setting generality is the generalization -
of treatment effects over time, after fbrmal treatment procedures have

'been withdrawn.» The available data on this question indicate that treat-

]

'ment effects do not automatically maintain when treatment procedures are

abruptly withdramn (walker, Mattson, & Buckley, l97lr Walker & Buckley,
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1968; Birnbrauer, Wblf Kidder, & Tague, 1965; Kuypers, Becker, & O'Leary,

1968; and Patterson; Shaw, & Ebner, 1969) . |
‘ Unless gradual fading procedures or other scheduling techniques are

_vemployed in the treatment process, it seems unlikely that the level of
behavior change achieved during treatment would be maintained following
| intervention. A fadin;vprocedure could act to change the env1ronmenta1
stimuli so. that they approximate more closely those conditions that will

’prevail follow1ng ‘the end of formal treatment. Thus, if treatment procedures

. are implemented in one setting,tit seems unlikely that (a)athefresulting°
treatment-effects wouldrnecessarily generali;e to other settings_(during N
treatment):in which the environmentallsetting.evehts and contingencies'had

v not been similarly'altered gnd‘(hi'that.behavior changes duc.to treatment
would be;maintained in other.dissimilar settings'after intervention had.

abruptly ceased. | .

} The present study investigated four questions related to behavioral .
consistency across settings and to generalization and maintenance of
-\treatment effects both across time and settings. -These uere. '

_.11 _l. Tb what extent does behavior change produced in a highly structured
| enwiponment such as anh experimental classroom, generalize and
-maintain in a regular classroom setting foliowing treatment? ‘

Tf2,¥iWill maintenance of classroom treatment effects be greater, over'u
":the long term, fbr a- group- of subjects who receive treatment in an |
',iexperimental classroom plus follow-up maintenance in their regular

RS ;classrooms after treatment than for an equivalent group of subjects

who. only receive treatment in the experimental classroom?

e Lo . S, . . . Coe, v iy

2
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- priate behavior.. “No such procedures were implement ed for group II subjects._ ':

S ; . - . . S
o - . u

3. To what extent do deviant children exhibit disxuptiVe behav1or .
across settings? That is, to what extent does a child who is
deviant in ane setting, suph as the school» exhibit deviant o
behavior in another setting, such as. the home? : L S

'_ 4. To what extent w111 intervention procedures implemented in one-‘ )
setting be reflected in changed behavior in a second setting
where there has been no intervention?.u' l
The present study consisted of two experiments. Experiment I‘investi-
gated questions l and 2 while experiment II investigated questions 3 and 4.

i,( : Experiment I' ;fém E .

L

y i~ -...._.r_...._. R

Maintenance of Appropriate CIassroom Behavior
T Fbllowing Treatment in an Experimental Classroom

N v

The purpose of experiment I was to compare the follow-up performance

' of. two groups of subjects after treatment in a token economy.“ Both groups

& -
received approximately 4 months of intensive treatment in a special setting.

Following treatment, all. subJects were returned to the regular classrooms
from which they were - referred. )

For group 1 subjects, additional procedures were implemented in the

regular classroom to facilitate maintenance of thei1 post-treatment appro-

Long term follow-up data were collected on both groups of subjects.

[
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Subjects
. - ' Two groups of five subjects were referred ‘-for treatment to an experi-
5 mental'classroom', T e first group consisted of- four boys and one girl; the

- second of five boys
e S

'I‘he children ranged in age from 6 to 9 years and were

enrolled in grades one, : two, or three. One subject from each group moved

away from the area bet‘ore the -present 'study ‘was concluded‘. None of. the

eight remaining subjects came trom the same elementary school

. Children were referred because of disruptive or deviant behavior

occurring within the regular classroom setting. All subject's Were screen'ed

using behavior checklist ratings, standardized individual intelligence tests
(WISC. Stanford-Binet) .,_achievement tests, standard auditory, Visual, and
\ _
‘*’general health tests and behavioral ubservations ‘1:aken“in¢he regular
~ classroom. : e . L T : -
" The subjects selected' met the following c:titeria- (l)~high scores
on the acting-out subscale of the Walker Problem Behavior Identification :
fcliecklist (Walker, l970) i (2) high rates on such’ observable behaviors as '
| _noisy, aggressive, movement around the room, inappropriate peer interaction,
: jand nonattending. (3) average or above average scores on intelligence
_tests; (4) inadequate academic performance (educational deficits in the "
' fbasic skills areas, for the f:w\o groups, ranged from 3 months to l 5+ years),
- (5) no gross physical or sensory deficits~ and (6) extremely low rates of

‘\.

" vappropriate behavior in the regular classroom setting relative to their peers.; 5




" settings
The experimental classroom facilities were adjoining and affiliated '

; with a public elementary school in t;he Eugene School D:.strict. There are
.32 elementary schools in the district with an average teacher-child ratio
~of l-24 The primary area for academic. activz.ties contained six double

desks (approximately 20" x 45" work surface) ’ the teacher s desk, shelves

-and tables for the display of high interest material‘s' ffor science and art

\ o

eprojects and a carpentry room: with a variety of tools and wood. .-Adjacent

_/.—"’

e, rooms provided sink and table facilities and an observation area with a one-

- A

- A behavioral coding system was used to record the classroom behavior

of the subjects and the social consequences prov:.ded by their teachers -
and/or peers. : 'I‘he system consists of 11 precisely defined subject. behav:.or
) rategcries and 7 of/:h}r categories which are potential c@emes._ .'l'he

"//I/‘-- " . / /
appropraate behavior’ categories were. (wx) work, NO)’group activity,

=

behav:.or categories were: (wx) work, (NA) nonattending, (NY) noisy

(nonverbal) ;. (VO) vocalization, (PH) physical contact, and (MO) movement.

- --/ R
et T .

'I‘he 7 consequence codes wére as follows°" (A) attention, (P) praise,

>
>

(D) disapproval P (0) ignore, (C) compliance, (NC) . noncompliance, and -

p

T ‘
(Pa) )‘Jhysical + or =. 'x'he subject codes were designated a priori as api:ro-

priate or inappropriate in a. classroom envizonment;. The-»percent” appropriate

o o Y L. o e .

" way x_nirro_r. Space was also available for indiv:.dual testing, tutoring, and _'

'remedial ’instruction. A small isolation (time out) room containing -a- chair .

and desk adjoined the classroom. g L : o N
p v
Observation Recording 5ystem g ‘
./.," e

“im
.

-

(VO) vocalization, (PH) physical contact, and (MO) movement. Inappropriate

l




;s\paily observations were recorded-during the treatmént phase and weekly - -

S Observer Traini;g

- seconds for G-minute observat?on periods.

T during the treatment and maintenance phases of the study.‘

f was collected by a graduate research assistant.

~

v - ." %4
behavior was computed by dividing the total frequency of appropriate T

behavior by the total number of all behaviors observed. e

©

The subjects' behaviors and consequences were recorded every 15

¢

Observers were free to code as

’_ many subject behaviors and consequences as occurred during each interval. .

-

2N

- At” the beginning of each 15-second interval timers mounted in the .
observers' clipboards emitted an auditory "bleep" in an earphone worn by

the observer and flashed a light at the top of ‘the clipboard. This . ~ - ¥

' signalled the observer to record the behaviors on ‘the appropriate 1ine of

the observation form until the next signal occurred. L - o <L

-

Observations of the subjects were made in the regular4classroom prior

-

to enrollment in the experimental classroom, during treatment, and upon

P ‘ A T o
their return to-the regular classroam. Qbsefvers Were instructed to remain ,

Y

as inconspicuous as possible and not interact with experimental subJects in 5
. , -

Baseline data for each subject consisted of a minimum of 120

‘ .

minutes of observation in the regular classroom over a 2-week period.

any way.

.

observations during maintenance and follow-up.

."‘

Eleven graduate and undergraduate students in education and psychology,

a

,f interested in working with handicapped children, served as observers'

ps ] o
Follow-up_data

\ . v
At the’ end of formal treat-

A

.? ment in the experimental classroom, group 1 subjects continued ‘to, be

: observed for another 4 months in the regular classroom under maintenance
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-procedures. Both group I and 11 subjects Jwere observed for approximately -

4 months of' follow-up during the next -acadenu.c year. -

At thé start of tr'ainingieach new observer was .given a copy of an

observation form and manual (Walker, 1971) to read and master. Once the

observation instructions and code definitions were memorized to the satis- '~. : o
¢ Lo , .o . ] .'“ . ) ,

.faction of the observer, he. was brought into the observation facilities

. ( . Lee i

&f the experimental classroom (which had a gne-way mirror) to practice '

-

'_ recording '_behavior.- In addition, a videotape of ‘a previous) groups of sub- ./’
jects'w'as used in the training processa. a training observer worlied with‘-

~ /_‘

each new observer and took simultane%us recordings to check their relia-

obility during the training sessions.
'I'he training proc:ess reguired a;pprxomately 1l week w:.th lnhour sessions_

R per day.c Generally, new observers spent 2 days practicing obaervations
g
. and 3 days checking reliabilities w:.th the trainer, The follow-up observer'

R S

l

A was initially trained in the~experimental classroom observation facilities. S

¥ N
After achieving a. specified critezion, the observer and trainer practiced

recording behav;or in ‘the regular classroom setting and further checks on "

| observer reliability taken there. oy

Obseryer Reliability 3 .. .

‘ &:server reliability was calculated using the percent agreement method. '

’ - -

Each lS-second interval was scored for the number of agreements and disagree- 1

&

ments between pairs of observers. 'I'he total number of agreements was.

divided by the total number of behaviors recorded (agreements plus drsa- -

g
Sy

e greements) to obtain the reliability coefficient._ For an agreement to be B

' s_cored ,in any .interval, oa r_ather stringent _procedure was used: observers




r

. mathematics, spelling and vocabulary.

L attention was also given to maintaining the teacher's behavior. 3o

. K N \‘}A .
* were; required to agree ‘on the behavior being coded .as well as the type- of

bagent response that followed the behaviorf\'

." .
%ll pbservers %ere required to meet the criterion of .90 for five con-

.
v . -

secutive 6-minute observations befoLe their data was acceptable. ; In - sp

PR

‘addition, it. was found that weekly reliability checks‘were required to

]

-maintain ac%eptable 1nter-observer agreement. -The mggh/reliability for the

: maintenance period was .93° with individual,reliabilities ranging from .90

\ .
f.97._.For‘the folloy—up observer,_the.nean reliability Was .90 thh a -’

range of ,70.to .98.
Procedures > S ; e T . i SN

Egperimental treatment. Both groups of subjects received identical

treatment within the experimental classroom. A complete description of

[

ifthe treatment program is contained in Walker, Fiegenbaum, and Hops (1971)

Briefly, treatment consisted of a token economy combined wrth an’
\ Yy .

'.'intensive, remedial instruction program in the basrc skills areas of reading,

The. three primary nonacademic treat-

=3
‘ment variables were token reinforcement" social reinforcement, and: response

e cost (subtracting earned—points). B ) t

B} ' ‘ o

Maintenancepprocedures. The post-treatment maintenance proceduregefor . -

) “]
group I subjects consrsted of a teacher training and feedback system designed

to maintain both teacher and child behavior.‘ Each child's regular teacher

was trained inrbehavior:modification techniques prior to the child e return

l

to ‘the classroom.» The purpose of the training was to acquaint the teacher

with principles of behaviof'modification so that she could knowingly rein-"

\

fbrce and thereby maintain his appropriate classroom behavior. Special

i

4
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' ..Atenance. The contracf. prov:.ded for° (J.) training the teacher in behavior

. 1970). 'l‘he text deals with basic principles of behavior mod:.fication and

. return from the experimental classroom to plan a smooth reintegratich back ’
~ into his regular classroom. Problems associated with maintaining treatment

R < . o
importance of the teacher s role in achieving behavJ.or maintenance.; °

: the application of these principles in ‘the modification of tlassroom
- behavior. Each teacher agreed to take a review test over the text and

achieve a passing score of 90 percent correct. If the’ teacher did not

_ performance. 'rhe supervisor, a resource teac_her, provided he regular class
- teacher with backup support, consultation, feedback, ancl additional train- o
. ing and supervision in the application of specific behavior modification )

10

. ,o T . .
. 3 .
Each teacher was contacted approximately l month prior to the child'

gains, achieved in the experimental claSsroom, _were' discussed as was.. the

©

;" A contract was established between ‘each teacher and the research

project which specified roles each would play in programming behavmr main-

| B

modificati'.on techniques, (2) weekly monitoring of her performance . and’ (3\/.,

reinforcement consequences contingent upon her;,performance.

Teacher training. The " teacher agreed to read and master a semi-

Y
o

programmed text ent:.tled, Modifying Classroom Behav:.or (Buckley and Walker,

T R

-

L4

b.achieve this criterion ‘on the first try, she reread the; text ancl re,took the o

'

-

test until the criterion was met.

~
¥

Moﬁ'itoring of teacher behavior. Each teacher met cnce a" week with a:

project staff member who acted as a supervisor and monitored the teacher s

[l

b ——
\_
— .__

'I‘he supervisor did not suc!gest specific techniques for achieving

~}"».,behaviqr maintenance. It was the teacher s responsibility to select the IS

' B
e Do K . - - L e . . , B | . )




_procedure_s and techniques she planned to use. Once 'Iselected, however, the _.
| supe_rvisor"provided as .much support and guidance as p_ossible in their
- ‘.1“\Plementation. L . -
. . . S
" An 'ohserve'r also met weekly with each teacher and provided a graphic
_ record of the'rchil'd.'s percent aPPropriate. behavior for each observation
.session. ”l‘hese data indicated how.well- ;the child's behavior :vas mainta‘ining
} and was an indirect measure of the teacher S performance. In addition, the
-supervisor monitored these data carefully and discussed them with the
teacher during weekly meetings. | P |

Haintenance of teacher behavior. 'rhe contract between the project and

each teacher prov1ded for reinforcement of the teacher 8 behavior continge"t '

upon her performance. If the teacher fulfilled the provisions of the

-contract, the research project arranged for her to receive 6 hours of Uni- -

LN

| '_jversity credit under the course title Ed SQS. . Classroom Management
:_ Procedures, and pa:.d her tuition. | » |

__»IA____‘ The teacher's grade was dependent upon how well the child 's behav:l.or -
o maintained during the follow-up period for thL remainder of the school year

~—

(approximately 4 months) . 'rhe figures for each child were’ discussed with

their respective teachers at the time the contract was signed If the child
o . maintained 85 percent or hetter of the average amount of appropriate behav:n.or

' he produced during treatment in the experimental classroom, the teacher

B Y

received an A grade. If he maintained between 85 percent and 75 percent of
this figure, the teache’i‘ earned a B grade. A c grade was. earned .'Lf the

ehild maintained at 74 percent or. less. 'reachers were able to use the data
(.
as criteria in evaluating their own perfOrmance during follow—up.

(I
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' Prior research (/alker, Mattson, & Buckley, l97l, walker & Buckley,
in press) indicha‘tes that. if no maintena.nce procedures are implemented
following treatment in a token economy, appropriate behavior will show a
/ i3 - .‘\\\ considerable decline upon reintegration 1nto the regular classroom. This
_\may be due, in part, to the response cost involved in the extra effort

required by the teacher to achieve maintenance. The authors attempted to

- _ .construct ratios between behav:.or rates in treatment and mamtenance that

5 T B 'would. be‘rea'sonable in the requirements they placed .upon teachers_._ However,

- it was hoped that the ratio requirements, coupled with appropriate rein-

,forcement consequences, would be instrumental in achieving adequate behavior

o amaintenance- L '7,' . ,/, . -

‘_-‘v S o Group I subjects.were enrolled. fin the experimental classroom from
'_,'_ ) ..October through January ‘of the 1970~71 school year; group Ix subjects from-
, , a I_ E‘ebruary through June of the same /school year. '.l‘he maintenance proceduresL
for group T were used during the/ remainder of the academ:.c-year. Both d .
- ' groups were followed up for the ,first 4 months of the l97l-72 school year.

\No maintenance procedures were implemented for erther group during this
'4-month \period. Thus, it was possJ,ble to compare the follow-up performance

= of group I subjects who received treatment plus maintenance with group II ' ‘_ e

z L4 .
subjects who onlyw%eceived treatment. :

7
'J‘he ‘mean percent appropriate behavior during baseline was 33 83 percent
= -' for group I subjects (ran_'ge - 24 05%—39 15%) and 40 percent for group I.L

) ffsubjects (range = 35. zas-45 ess). Following an arcsin transformation of




ths proportion scores, a t test was computed for the difference between the '
© means and was found to be not statistically significant (t = 1.27, df = 6, . “
P = n.s-) . . .

while both groups made signi'ficant gains during treatment, there was

.no siqnificant difference between their mean percent approprlate behav:.or

“/Aring the last two weeks of experimental treatment, for group I, it was

. 94 ll percent and 97. 66 percent for group II (t = 1.50, df =, 6, Pp= n.s.).
'rhus, groups I and II did not differ in' their levels of appropriate behavxor
during baseline in the regular classroom or. at the end of intervention in
the .experimental classroom. N

"Insert Table 'l About Here

) 'l‘able 1 contains the means and standard deviations of the percent
. appropriate hehavior for group I subjects during baseline in their regular
-‘..'classrooms, during the last two weeks of intervention in the. experimental
.'classroom, and upon their return to their respective regular classrooms
‘:under the maintenance procedures. The means during these periods were 33.83.
. ; percent, 94 ll percent, and 87 27 percent, respectively. A repeated |
E 'measures ANOVA of the arcs:.n transformed scores was statistically sig-:

."nificant (F = .19 27, df = 2/6, p < .001). . A Tukey post-hoc test for the

| ‘.'?'.;':‘difference betwe the meens showed the baseline level to be significantly
: 1ower than both the end of treatment (p < .Ol) and maintenance (p <_.Ol)
. levels, but ncs significant difference between the means for the last two .
| 5, weeks of inter\vention and the maintenance period. 'rhese data show quite g

oLt

' «-'_’_',clearly that behavior maintenance was aclu.eved for all four subjects. ‘

L Insert'rable2 Aboutl-.here L -




© se

\peer groups, ratios were computed between each subject s mean percent

e+ et Sty ST IR M AT N S e s A o 4
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.'I'h_e ans .and standard deviations of the percent appropriate behavior
for grou I and II subjects during the 4-month follow-up period in the
| subseque t academic year are presented in 'I'able 2. Group I subjects-
_averaged 80. 25 percent, individuals ranging from 74 to 89 percent. Ihe-

mean for ,group II subjects was 64 75 percent appropriate behavior during
l

the same ltime period, with individuals ranging from 55 to 80 percent. A

-t-test of the arcsin transformed scores was statistically significant
(t = 1.97‘, af = 6, p < .05) . | Thus, appropriate behavior was maintained -

: »much better for group I than group II subjects.

Durin -the 4-month follow-up period, 12 minutes (two, G-minute periods)

of- observa ion data were collected on each- ‘subject's regular classroom peers.

‘Insert Figure 1 About Here

AN

" Figure 1-contains the mean percent appropriate behavior for each experimental

vsubject and_\his"respective peer group. The peer groups for group.I._subjects
averaged’_79.,75 percentv-appropriate behavior; for group II, the peer group
me'an vas 78 percent. A t-tes't of the difference between the means of the '

transformed scores was not statistically significant (t =1, 72 df = 6,

p - n.s ). _ These data indicate that there were no differences in the

' general level of appropriate behavior in the classroom environments of the ;

. )4
ey K
TSN

'1'o further explore the relationship between the subjects and their -

two expe:imental groups. K

ap ropriate behavior during follow-up and the mean of his peer group (see

'I'able\ 3). A ratio of 1.00 indicates identical levels of appropriate ’

..
PRI

S s

behavior\ for the experimental subject and his peer group. A.ratio of .less‘ S

DRI TR S
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TT—————__ _-group; a ratio greater than 1.00 indicates performance below the peer

" group mean. )

Insert Table 3 About’ Here

'I‘he ratio data, presented in 'l‘able 3, show that the mean ratio for ) |

group 1 subjects ‘was .99, indicating behavxor very similar to that of the

-peer group. In contrast, the mean ‘ratio- for group II subjects (l 19) -

indicates that their percent appropriate behavior ‘was somewhat below that '

' of their peer group. However, no significant differences were found

between each of the experimental group means and that of their respective

peer groups .

‘_. Overall, group II. subjects produced substantially less appropriate

s behavior in the £ ollow-up than group T subjects. While there was some
indication that group II subjects were considerably below the mean of the_ir

peer group, in contrast to group I, this difference was found mnot to be

.- significantv

: Discussion

' tenan"e effect may be achieved if experimental treatment is accompanied _

by maintenance procedures implemented in the regular classroom setting

treatment plus maintenance, generalized to a much greater extent over the
long term than did treatment effects for group II subjects who only

mceived experimental treatment.

than 1.00 indicates the subject is performing above_ the mean of his peer .

R 'l‘he results of experiment I suggest that a superior, long-term main-' '

following treatment. ) Treatment effects for group I subjects, who received

3
:.I
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The specific process accounting for this effect was not evident from

o

d’ta collected in experiment II. For example, group T subjects were . .

jexposed to some type of behavioral intervention, in either an experimental

or regular classroom setting, for an entire ecademic year. Group ir
subjects were exposed to only 4 months of such treatment. Thus, the
superior maintenance effect for group I subJects could have been due simply

to an increased length of exposure;toﬁhehaVioral'intervention procedures.

.-

, Presumably, a longer treatment period would‘provide for the acguisition of

*

-;social and academic skills that. would be more. resistant to extinction than

.")

~ those acquired within a brief ‘treatment’ period. o i ; f . ‘_ N

It may be that. length of treatment as a’ determinant of the long-term .

:_persistence of treatment effects operates independently of. treatment

setting. If so, the relationship should hold regardless of whether treat-
ment is administered within an experimental or regular classroom setting.

Oonsequently, the same long-term persistence of treatment effects might

: have been achieved Af group I subjects had remained in the experimental

classroom for the entire academic year. However, this is an empirical

A

'h“question that cannot be ‘answered within the context of the present experi- .

. -
- -

An alternative explanation holds that processes unique to the main-

'tenance procedures implemented for the group I subjects accounted for their"
v«superior behavior maintenance over. the long term. For example. the main-

' -tenance procedures served to establish discriminative stimulus control

\

(by ‘the regular classroom teacher) over each subject's increased appropriate o

f————

;'hehavior. This control may have genera]ized to the group I subjects' o

' 'regular classroom teachers during the next academic year thereby facilitating

RETTITNPEN
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maintenance of their increased appropriate behavior. Such an effect would '

- _--“not have obtained fOr.‘gJ:oup II subjects since no maintenance procedures in

_ the regular’jcl'ass_room were implemented for them.
; ) ) )

'A third explanation argues that 'the superior maintenance effect for
~group I subjects was due neither to the length of treatment nor to the

‘ maintenance procedufes, but rather to the classrooms in which the subjects

e

" vwere placed durinj the 1971-72 school year. That is, group I subJects
were placed in classrooms in which higher levels of appropriate behav:Lor
_were consistently produced whereas group II subjects were in classrooms
in which lower average 1evels were consrstently produced.~ However,

:lnspection of F:Lg. 1 1ndicates that the peer data for the two groups do

".not support this'hypothesis. 'rhe peer groups for group I subjects averaged
_ 79, 75 percent appropriate behavior while the peer groups for group II
subjects averaged 78 percent appropriate behavior. The mean difference'

'.was not statistically- s:.gnifxcant. 'rhus, -the results appear to be iﬁdepen-

” "dent of variables unique to the respective classrooms in which the two -

. groups of subjects were placed during the 1971-72° school year.

—_—

4

Regaroless of the variable (s) accounting for the differential main-
_ tenance effect, it was encouraging to note that the behavior of sub;)ects

Ain both groups was maintaining well above pretreatment, baseline levels. _ " T

'v"I‘his held true for all subjects in both groups. During long-term follow-up- |
(one year) 2 group I subjects averaged 80 25 percent appropriate behavior
',comp..red with 33. 83 percent during baseline. : Group II subjects averaged
. 64 75 percent appropriate behavior long-tem follow-up (8 months) |

mpared with 40 percent during baseline. _
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. .hypothesis in the present study.

. '."and across time.
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It is interesting ‘to note that s2 in group I maintained at the mean

of the group I subjects (80 pexcent) during follow-up even though no main-
tenance procedures were implemented for him. The other three subjects
maintained well below the.mean‘ of the group I subjects. The authors have

no information that would account for the much greater 'behavior maintenance

‘of S,. It may be that.the academicskills’_of S, were such that his level

2

- of appropriate behavior was maintained by such natural 'reinforcers as task
, completion, academic success, teacher and peer praise of same, increased

' knowledge, etc. Again, it was not possible to confixrm ox deny this

~

. This result points up. a limitation of the present .study. There was a

small number of sugjects in both groups; thus placing restrictions u‘pon

generalizations of the results beyond the experimental subjects. Replica-

' tion of the results of this study us:.ng a larger number of subjects in both '

groups would be required to document the effect of either an increased

o treatment period or post-treatment maintenance procedures in accounting for

' Additional research is needed to evaluate the effectiveness of dif-

.ferent treatments in producing behavior maintenance over the long term.
' Also, very little data is available on the question of how long a given
treatment has to be in effect before long- term maintenance can be achieved
“ : .V-Intervention procedures have traditionally been evaluated in terms of the :
. "v-«magnitude and efficiency of behavior changes attributable to them. Howevcr,
| _,_.-{fthie may be an inappropriate criterion. . It could be argued that the most-_
| eftective treatment is the one that produces the most durable maintenance |

: "_' -:.-.of. appropriate behavior across settings and situations, across behaviors .

-
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On the other hand, . evidence is accumulating that treatment effects
tend to be specific to the gsettings in which they— are produced (0 Leary
& Drabman, 19‘71; Wahler, 1969?‘Sk1nr‘ud, 1972; 'Meichenbaum, Bowers, & Ross,.
t / ' ’ : '_ .‘_.1968). It may be considerably easier to. ach:.eve generalization of treatment
S o : _ - effects over time within the same setting than. it is to a::hieve generaliza- |
o L tion of treatment ‘effects across different setting:,j e.g., home versus

. school. .This may. be due to stimulus control provided by the social agent

who ig’ instrumental in changing the child's behavior and wh'o'remains in that

B setting and continues to interact with'him after treatment is terminated.

ko . : ,'For example, a therapist may work closely with a teacher, parents, or peers

- in’ implementing a program to change a child's behavior. Consequently, these

| ‘_soc.ial_agents are _paired with a powerful _tre_,atmeni and can acquire condi- :

Itioned reinforcing properties .as a result. In additiou, they may.'continue..
-i'to <apply treatment techniques and principles after intensive, formal
_ .treatment procedures have been withdrawn and the therapist has discontinued '
his involvement in the case. | | S
- ‘It is conceivable that generalization of treatment effects across

. 'settings may be a function in part of the amount of similarity that. exists o

- in the hehavioral response classes elicited by stimuldi operating in those

. settings. : 'l‘hus, there may be a greater probability of generali.zation from

’ 'one classroom to another than there is from classroom to home or from

B I "-elassmomtoplaygmuna. A - SRR

]

'Ihere are a large number of questions that re:nain to be inveatigated

e *-~regarding generalization and maintenance proces=es. A number of studies

' _are beginning to inwestigate whether generalization occurs during ‘treatment

- 'and whether main‘-enance occurs after treatment. -. Fewer studies have" investi-

e '"'gated specific techniques for achieving maintenance. :
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: T L Experiment b5 O . e
s ' PR
o o , Cross-Situational consistency~and
’ Generalization of Treatment Effects
' R - . . ) e ’
/ Ny R ) The purpose of experiment II was to examine the related questions of

s

{ - ;;_ e I cross-situational consistency in behav:.or and. generalization of behav1oral
b ' : treatment effects.‘ More specifically, were children in experiment I, who

dE were clearly deviant at school, also behav:.or problems dt h me? aAnd, did

o . 8, . r » \ —
r B : ‘the successful classroom treatment program have any systematic effect- _on B
_ | o the children s behavior in the home? e . / -
o ) Method T T e

'I‘he subjects for th:.s experiment were the five children who made up

group II in experiment I.. As indicated earlier, post-treatment data coulu

N

h‘ _ 3 ‘ be gathered on only four of these five subjects. - T
y; ) \ ) - - te ;/'// ..
- .“'Setti g '

- B 'l‘he children were observed in their homes under the same conditlons -

—
-

employed in earlier normative research on child behav:l.or and famﬂy intap,r-

. action (e.g., ‘see Johnson, Wahl, Martin, & Johansson. 1972). Each child

- and his family were observed for three consecutive days prior to and. after

experimental classroom treatment. 'I‘he observation periods were 45 m:.nutes )
/

each day and occurred during the hour prior to the family w,dinnv

time when all family members were usually present. //families were: -
required to comply with the following rules° . (a) all family members vere

required to be present: (b) all family members were required to remain in

a spe 'ified two-room area; (c) no interactions with the observer were

R ST




)

: vere permitted and_incoming ‘telephone calls were to be quickly terminated..
- ~-Parents were instructed to try to behave as they would if no observers .
| were present and to present as représentative a picture of the family as
. ) K ‘- . ' V_ .

h possible.

' Observation "System

‘A revision of the observetional coding system developed by Patterson,- S

Ray, Shaw, and Cobb (19’:0) \xis employed. The revised system utilizes 35
distinct behav_ior categories o0 record all the behaviqrs of the target
“chiid and familyi members ‘vho interact with him. -'I'he sys.tem is designed

for rapid sequential recording of the child's behavmr, the responses of
R wffan{ihly members, the child's ensuing response, etc. For purposes of
'A : determining observer agreement. all interactions were coded in the framework
of 30-second intervals, and each observer was equipped With a 30~-second
= stopwatch and a signaling apparatus. | Each 30-second intervaln was broken‘— j

down into interaction blocks in which were- recorded the child’'s behaviors

and family members' response (s) to those behavxors. Each block could'

~contain one or two ch:.ld behaviors, and one or two responses from each codeo

o ; family_agent. No more than two individual family agents could be coded as

~ e e e e 7

responding in each block. Provision was made, however, for the circum-
' stance :I.n which a11 family members present responded in the same manner.
| Child behaviors vghich were continuous and without changes in family
. 'response were recorded every 10 seconds. Otherwise, behaVior interchangos
| were coded as they occurred. In general, between three and four inter- o
.‘action blocks were recorded during each 30-second period. As in previous .
hoxne observation studies, 15 of the 35 behaviors have been designated as '

"deviant" for young children, the sum. of the rates of these behav:Lors

Lo,
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R |  comprise the child's deviant behavior score. The 15 .dbehavio‘rs are those
} |

. . ¢ " . . - . : . " B tR ' .
# '_which a sample of 146 parents of young children have described most con- e

o £ B sistently as deviant. These behaviors also tend to receive Frelatively o

R B A
ey e

} / | L . . high proportions of negative consequences from the social environment .

.....

3 B R )
' recently shown that there is a strong relationship between the» average ' -

.<Q

. . parent's rating of a behavior as deviant and the average fam:.ly s tendency

[ ‘ 3 o (Wahla Johnson, Johansson, & Martin, 1972). Adkins and Johnson (1972) have
t

|

:

| to respond to it in a- negat.cve manner.

°. The behavior codes used here have also been categorized on an a Erion. ;

,, _n

: basis as servihg either a positive, negative oxr neutral antecedent or

., lconsequent function.’ *These categories reflect the investigators' assump-

o

S tions about the 1ntended functions of these behaviors under mosg circum-

v stances. 'rhe face validity oﬁ this categorization ‘is enhanced’ by evidence - .

~

- o _that behaviors which are deviant and/or negative produce a refatively high
vproportion of negative consequences (Johnson, et et al., 1972) . Furthermore, s

.deviant behaviors in children are more often set off by negative antecédents

-

o - ,than by positive antecedents (Wahl, et al., 1972). - . e T
| 'I'he two dependent variables for experiment II were the proportion of °

deviant child behavior and the proportion of p&ental negative ﬂonsequences.

) 'I‘he deviant behavior codes were as follows. , o I’ o T
AR Demand Attention S : 'Whine
v *Violation of Standing cOmmand Yell .
L Destructiveness S -'i'hreatening COmmand
High Rate . S, ~Ignore- - . . \
Himiliate S - .- Negativism R L
T Noncompliance R F R T .
T Physiéal Negative e T e e o
S . Smart Talk e e T
'i’ease C S e




' Negative parental consequences were: °

| 'r~f0bserver Agreement

Threatening Command . .. Physical Negative.

. 'Command Negative (Terminating) '“Smart Talk
- Cxy . . Tease’
violation of Standing command . Tantrum
'Disapprove _ _ ; wWhine .-
. Destructiveness . ‘Yell | . .
" Humiliate - : " 'Demand Attention.
.. Ignore. ' S e e :
' Noncompliance ' A Soe . .
Negativism = A oo o
VObservers L ' S S 4 : :

a

- Observations were made by a group of young female research assistants.
'Cbnsiderable effort was taken to keep the observers uninformed regarding
a11 aspects of the experiment., They were uninformed regarding the status

of the family (i.e., treated or normal control), the treatmen* stage, and

'; the- purpose and hypotheses of the present study.: A different observer was -

'often the case, however, some. observers were: informed by family members :"m

<

that«they were in-scme form of treatment.: In ohly 6 of the 30 observations,

-

however, were observers informed of both the status of the child and the

o~ P o

';ﬁtreatment stage. These 6 observation-eessions involved the post assessment
.bﬁfor two of the five children. Thus, only 22 percent of the observations
o could be considered to be threatened by observer b‘as, and even in these

A.two cases, the observers were uninformed regarding thé baseline level of

L

<

”’7g;deviant behavior in the target child. - .j“.f, o _ 'i‘ g’ _ i;»f |

Seven of the 27 observation periods involved in this study were cali-A
i

; ,Fbrated for observer agreement with all involved families being subject to @

: Halways employed for pre and post assessments fof any given child. As is -f\$.

&./. B
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calibration checks at. least once. As in experiment}/ an overall percent
. ; .l.. )
S TE : agreement figure was computed in each case. To’ count as an agreement both '

- 3 v
;o O ) observers had to agr@e on the same behavior for the same agent in the same

e -

0,-

[ / | I interaction block. By this standard, the mean obse_rver agreement was .639."'
L - . .'... R . ‘ ) 9 ' P _ R o : ) . :‘.
As has be'en‘ not'ed elsewhere.(JohnSon & Bolstad, 1972; Wahl,- et et al., 1972) ’

'this common method of estimating agreement is often overly conservative and.

--not entirely appropriate for- purposes of most research questions including

T~
J}ﬂ .

the present ones. It isvpresented here to indicate that the reliability is
. - |l~' ’ ’ 7-
oomparable to that obtained in other research using this code and ,to justify

Ay 4.

generalization of other observer agreement data from larger available

.

samples.. In previous research where the: average observer agreement figure
‘was in-the 65 to 75 percent range, it was found that the correlation B
between two observers of the overall dev:.ant behavior proportion was .80

for one. day of observati.{n (Johnson & Bolstad, 1972). since the statistics

D

presented in the present study .are for 3 days of observation, the Spearman—

Brown correction“‘for"attenuation 'shows the expected obsexver .agreement ot

-

oorrelation for this extended period to be .95. The corrected observer

N,

corrected median /cga‘serVer agreement correlation for individual behaviors was

9l for 3 da.ys of observation. Thus, while the average moment to moment

5

N agreement of two observers was only .69 the smmary statistics (e.qg.,

_ betwee —two observers. L oL -

Reliabilit_:x o ‘ _
. K . 2 is also of interest to establish t.he reliability, as distinct from

. RU-dion

the observer agreement, on the summary statistics. .Previous resea.':ch
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indicates that for 5 days of observation the uncorrected spl:.t-half relia-

bility of the deviant behavior proportion was «63. 'rhe reliability of the :
) PR NI
pareﬂtal nq’\glitrveness score Was .83. 'l‘he median reliability Qf the- rates

of the indi‘vﬁdual behav:.ors was 53. Thus, estimates of these\ scores were

L

reasonably cons:.stent across observation periods as w»ell as across observers

A NS . i
- halirs _' 5 - . N .,‘ N
in one period. S T T S
: * N . - o. z . > . ‘ S . .
! ' S ’ o B S .
PR ' Co A A :
_ _ B

'.l‘he availability of normative behavioral, ddlga on children of the\same

& \»‘-\ i

age in the classroom and home now makes it. possible to-determine whether '
children who have abnormal behavioral difficulties in the school also

2 .
éxhibit high levels of problemat:.c behavior in the home. Of these five

dmildren who were clearly deviant in the school setting, dall but one appear
A )
to be w:.thin normal limits in the ?tes of deviant behav:.or in the home. '

'l‘he average deviant behavror score for a sample of 40 sam;a-aged normal
S 3 0’ :
k children was’ l4 QB per day (s.d. = l3 60) comprisinga'%‘ percent

(s d. n 2, 69 percent) of the total observed behav:.or. The overall propor- '

tions of deviant behavior obse rved in the present sample, prior to treat-'

e /{I
. ment, are presented in the first column of 'rable 4. Only one child

exceeded the normal mean (3 09 percent) in the deviant direction by more o

: ,In'sert"l'able'ci About Here' o

©

than one standard deviatign. : urthennore, although the number in the S

current sample is small, the normal and the present "school deviant" sample.,‘

are statistically equivalent (t = > l) . Additionally, no noticeable or -
: S T _ : S




' sample.

N : families .

disruptive in jgchool.

’ pre to post—treatment observed in the home.

=3 _ \'
- percente for the second assessment are presented in column 2 of 'rable 4.

sin transformations of these proportion scores, a t-test for paired

26

| systematic differences were apparent in the analysis of the 15 ind.widual

—————— e .

I N

deviant behavior codes. " .

Similarly, no apparent or. significant differences appeared in the

ovérall parental sununary_ scores. The pretreatment parental negativeness '

' fsoores are pRBented in'col\nnn 4 of Table 4. No fam:.ly in the sample '

exceeded the same age normative average of 3.09 percent parental negative

-~

behavior (s d. - 2 OSt). Parents in- this sample ‘Were no more or less

_-positive or negative to their- children than were parents in}he ‘normal

One ‘child in the sample certainly did exhibit abnormally high

- rates of deviancy but his paf@nts did not show particularly high ‘rates of .

negativeness .

>

'i'he level of child dev:iancy in family number five is one of. the highest

observed in over 130 observations of both normal and referred children and

Contrary to expectations, however, this child was not the ‘most _

deviant in schoOl\In the group of five, he was only the fourth most

There was no significant relationship between the

' degree of deviancy displayed in school and that displayed at home’ (Spearman

-;Rahk Order correlation o .00). 'l‘he ﬁaning of this low level of relat:.on-

\
ahip is affected, however, hy the fact that there was very low variability

in both measures, and the n is quite small.

'i'he second question of interest concerns the behavior changes from

o .
\\

The total deviant behav:.or

‘\

"In a.ll four cases where data could be obtained, there was 'some increase in N

the proportion of deviant behavior on the second assessment. After arc-

ve

oL
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) and nonreferred children.
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observations indicated that this trend was significant (t = 3,04, df = 6,

p < .05). The same trend was observed for the proportion of parental

:negative-responding in that'all parents-exhibited more negativeness on the |

second-assessment'(t = 2,50, 4&f = 6, p < .05). 'The child deviancy.proporv

tions remained within "normal limits" as defined by the normative sample

vfdata as did all but one of the. parental negativeness scores (i.e., family

' four). Thus, the scores oi child deviancy and parental negativeness were

Qconsistently higher after treatment. Although'the{school treatment program
produced dramatic changes in the classrcom, there is certainlv no evidence

of positive generalization to behavior in the home. Rather, there is a

~

. trend whicn is obViously subject to several interpretations, in the opposite

direction..

.. % . Discussion
. . I : . \
The first and most obvious implication of- this research is that

children who exhibit high rates of deviant hehavior in school do not neces-"

‘sarily show similar d1fficulties at home.‘ Neither do their parents deliver

hhigher than average rates of negative consgguences for their behavior., In
-:_other research (Lobitz & Johnson, 1972), it has been found that children o
..Awho are referred for psychological treatment receive significantly more

'“?tfnegative parental conseqnences than do nonreferred children. Parental

I"

”:'.negativeness was found to be a very reliable discriminator between referred ’

| | | | -'\;j_‘f‘
Robert Wahler (personal communication) has also reported similar

“f?;]findings from his research on cross-situational consistenCY- More speci- |

h:,fically, wahler observed five children referred for school problems in bcth

.

e mrA N an 2 2 o T g S 5 S et S a3 e T A AR R el ARSI T R 55

2o 8 P e TR




28

home and school.us'ing the same .coding.‘s’ystem in both settings. None of
the five children-who demonstrated "behavior problems at' school exhibitec
: similar difficulties at home. f‘urt,hermre,- the -parents of these childr'en

did not report the occurrence of the same kinds of behavior at home that

, were seen_ as problematic in school. None of the children were seen by
‘their parents as 'b-eing particularly problematic in .any way at ‘home.
'l‘he present results together wJ.th those reported by Wahler would seem
| to call into question the not infrequent practice of referring parents for
. counseling because of their child's school behavior problems. 'l‘o the extent
that the present cases are representative, there would be only a 20 percent
| chance that a child who is dev:.ant at school will also be.observed to be
'deviant at home. - Furthermore, based on the meager available data on -

'

_' generalization of treatment effects (e.g., o' Leary & Drabman, 197l; Wahler,

;19693 ‘Skinrud, 1972;. and Meichenbaum, Bowers, & Ross, 1968) ' it-would not

appear likely that improveu bex.avior in relat:.on to the family would have
any necessary impact on the child's behavior in the classroom. It is
_ possible, of course, to involve parents as agents in a treatment program

centered around the child's school behavior. This use of parental resourc\e"

B would not seem inappropriate since the direct target of such involvement '

is school hehavior and such programs would presumably involve a good deal
of parent-teacher contact. ‘I'he central point is, of\gourse, that behavror o 4
problems should be dealt with in the setting in which thev occur. - Parents :
who have little trouble with their child at home will understandably be

| less notivated to seek treatment for their school problr..m children and may

: quickly perceive the doubtful value of intervention limited to the parent-

child relationship. T D B
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Over the past two years, the second author has been in charge of a

behavior modification training program for parents of problem children.
v Over that period, a record of: treatment cOmpletion has been compiled by
' ,,referral source. This record indicates that referrals initiated by the

—\—\
‘ school are the most likely of all souxces examined to result in early

termination. ~Not infrequently, this termination has been done by mutual

agteement between the parents and therapists With a referral for SChOOI

treatmenteither in the regular classroom or in a special classroom of the

S ™

_type described 'in experiment 1. In almost every case, the need for treat-

‘ment’ was first perceived by school personnel and, with only a few exceptions,
behavior problems at “home were minimal. In a few’ cases, there was evidence _
:for behavioral difficulties at home but, even then, parental motivation e g
V‘ for counseling was often negligible. As m.ght be expected, the best
. ,referral sources, in terms of treatment completion, were self-referral and
' referral by’ a pediatrician.

., 'I'he fact that all four children and families examined after treatment

demonstrated more child deviancy and parental negativeness is of considerablo

interest. This finding is open to several interpretations. The most

' .- obvious is tl'at some kind of "behavioral contrast" effect was operative" R 'v'
-' | here. As others have noted in animal research, When certain forms of |
i.?.‘?%ébehavior ‘are suppressed in one setting, they may tend to increase in another

f-‘aetting where similar controls are not operative (e g., Freeman, 1971:

",_v'l'errance, 1‘166).- An emmple cf this effect may also be found in a treat- -.

ment study by Meichenbaum, Bowers, and Ross (1968). ‘In this-study, |

. inetitutionalized behavior problexn adolescent girls were initially rein-

;

fore.ed_ for appropriate classroom behavior during the afternoon but not '

{
/

/
f
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during the morning. 1In a reanalysis of these data, Skinrud (1972) has
pointed out that 9 out ‘'of the 10 subjects increased in. their proportion of
inappropriate behavior during the moxrning hours when no reinforcement

/ o 2 ' procedures were in effect. - A t-test for paired observations ‘indicated that

4;-’

this change was significant (p < .05, two tailed).

BRI - ;i' ‘ As has been noted, the rates of attentive behavior. which were achieved
-4

N T - L in the experimental classroom of the present study were extremely high and

far above the normative levels found in most regular classrooms. Such
' high le'vels of atténtive behavior. are, of course, incompatible with the =
emission of any degree of deviant X} 4 "acting out" behav:.or in the classroom.
« ~ It is, therefore, possib e that ‘the obv:.ous reduction of deviant behavior -
) N . in the experimental classroom and the consistent increase in devi:nt behav:.or -
&t home are causally-related. It is possible that behavioral contrast
effects may be more pronounced as the level of behavioral control increases

in the intervention setting. In the present study, the control achieved in

the experimental c1assroom was clearly higher than that achieved for most

" £ - . ~children in any regular classroom. R

'.l‘he behavioral contrast interpretation should not, however, be accepted :

:'-‘uncritically'. 'l‘he present investigation is merely descriptive in that no

r ‘ | ' " control group was employed.' '_lt\is quite possible that . the present results
o oould have been obtained without the classroom J.ntervention. It'is con-f

5 ': . A : ceivable, for instance, that families were less reactive to being observed
f : | on the second occasion and, as a result, more willing to present a more |

negative image of their child aud family.4 Recent research by Johnson and
l:obitz l51972) indicates that parents are capable of manipulating the

deviancy level of their chJ.ldren in response ‘to instructions. =It is of - a
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o ?contrast" effect is replicated with larger samples and appropriate controls, ;

’:i“_it would have profound implications for behavior modification treatment f

. appear more deviant. It is also possible, of course, that the time of . yea.

' at which these assessments were taken had something to do with the obsexrved
'vthis'interesting result must await-the'completion of'research now under
cintervals used for. the treated children.

:(1972) findings‘of‘no positive generalization'of improved behavior at home ' g
-showed rather low rates of deviant behavior at home in. the first place. it

is possible that the results might differ for ‘children who were clearly

‘deviant in both settings._ The little-evidence that is available from

'a consistent finding across children of varying levels of . initial dev1ance.

.'programs At this point. it is sufficient to take note of the phenomenon g

oy A T e
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interest to note that parental negativeness scores increased significantly
4

in the Johnson and Lobitz (1972) study as parents tried to make their child

increase. The pretreatment assessments were done in ‘the winter when
children are more accustomed to being confined indoors while the post

assessments were conducted in the spring.. Thus, a clear'interpretation of

way in which control children and families are being observed ‘at the same

~

In spite of the lack of a control group, these results clearly replicatt
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the wahler (1969) descriptive study and they are consistent With Skinrud s

to,similar'improvements at ‘school. The writers are fairly confident in the = |
interpretation that the present'results at least do not provide any evidence
for positive generalization from school to home. This interpretation is

attenuated a. bit, however, by the fact that all four chtIéren involved
.
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Wahler (1969) would suggest, however, that this lack of generalization is

5
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If the present finding suggesting the operation of a "behavioral
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“Table 1 |
Heans and §tandard Deviations of Percent
Approptiate Behav:.or for. Group I Subjects
During Baseline and Follow-up

'.-t\léintenance'

x - ,s.d.

86,35 - 19.25

86.41 - 12.88°

716 44 : 89 o1 »n“;d.laiy . .84.56 . 19.84

1
«

. 3 986?\1 8} : 91 ‘:6‘6 . 8.63"

7.56 81257 15.15




~

ffr'néané énd‘sfahdafd.ﬁe%iafioné of Percent
.- hppropriate 3ehavior-for Group I.and -
_Group' II Subjects During Follow-up

.

" Group I ° - - Group IL

1;8ubjé¢ts::_ TR

n"

7 L7400 15.05 57.00
. 89,00 11i50 80.00

67.00

Cgso0. maed

. Gelde X -

. 183.00 . 15.61.
[ 80i25 . 13,45 .
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